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INTRODUCTION 


Planning  Program  Background 

As  part  of  its  second  year  activities  in  the  development  of  a comprehensive 
planning  program,  Burke  County,  North  Carolina,  contracted  with  the  Western  Piedmont 
Council  of  Governments  (WPCOG)  in  September  of  1975  for  the  provision  of  technical 
assistance  services  in  planning.  Under  terms  of  the  agreement,  the  services  of  a 
professional  planner  from  the  WPCOG  Planning  and  Management  Division  were  made  avail- 
able to  the  Burke  County  Department  of  Community  Development,  Planning  Division,  on 
a four-day-a-week  basis  from  July  1,  1975  to  June  30,  1976.  Specific  work  elements 
required  of  the  planner  included: 

(1)  the  general  management  and  administration  of  a primary  County 
planning  program; 

(2)  preparation  of  an  adequate  and  accurate  base  map  to  complement 
land  use  data  and  to  improve  and  develop  capabilities  for  physical 
and  capital  planning.  Collection  of  preliminary  land  use  data  in 
conjunction  with  the  housing  survey  to  aid  in  the  preparation  of 

a full  scale  county  land  use  plan  in  Fiscal  Year  1977;  and 

(3)  preparation  of  a housing  survey  and  analysis  and  development  of 

a county  minimum  housing  code  to  insure  proper  housing  standards. 

In  addition  to  duties  as  planning  staff  to  Burke  County,  the  planner,  during  the 
remaining  one  day  a week,  served  as  planning  staff  to  the  Town  of  Valdese  under  a 
separate  contracting  agreement.  This  joint  planning  program  approach  enabled  Burke 
County  and  the  Town  of  Valdese  to  share  the  services  of  a full-time  professional 
planner  when  neither  the  Town  nor  the  County  could  have  individually  employed  a 
full-time  planner.  This  report  fulfills  the  duties  as  outlined  under  work  element 
(3)  above. 


Purpose  and  Scope 


The  purpose  of  this  housing  report  is  twofold.  A primary  purpose  was  the 
fulfillment  of  a need  for  an  inventory  and  analysis  of  all  the  County's  housing 
stock  and  an  evaluation  of  its  current  condition.  The  collection  and  analysis 
of  information  on  the  existing  housing  stock  will  provide  the  data  base  on  which 
the  County  can  coordinate  and  begin  to  develop  a more  efficient  planning  approach 
to  solve  identified  housing  needs. 

A secondary  but  important  purpose  of  the  study  is  a sincere  effort  by  Burke 
County  to  comply  with  the  housing  element  requirements  (40  F.R.  38681,  Section  600 
of  the  701  Federal  Register  Regulations.  These  regulations  require  that  housing 
needs  of  the  current  and  prospective  population  of  Burke  County  be  identified  and 
that  public  policies,  strategies  and  implementation  activities  to  meet  these 
housing  needs  be  addressed. 

The  scope  of  this  housing  survey  is  limited  to  the  housing  units  located  in 
the  unincorporated  portion,  or  rural  areas,  of  Burke  County  in  the  following  town- 
ships: Drexel , Icard,  Jonas  Ridge,  Linville,  Lovelady,  Lower  Creek,  Lower  Fork, 

Morganton,  Quaker  Meadow,  Silver  Creek,  Smokey  Creek,  Upper  Creek  and  Upper  Fork. 
The  incorporated  areas  not  covered  in  this  survey  include:  the  Towns  of  Drexel, 

Glen  Alpine,  Hildebran,  Long  View,  Rhodhiss,  Valdese,  and  the  City  of  Morganton. 
Methodol oqy 

For  analytical  and  data  handling  purposes,  Burke  County's  13  townships  were 
used  as  the  study  areas  for  the  housing  survey.  Detailed  planimetric  maps  (1975) 
of  the  County  served  as  the  base  map  and  primary  graphic  resource.  In  order  to 
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inventory  the  existing  housing  stock  of  Burke  County,  a team  of  two  planners 
conducted  a field  survey  covering  nearly  all  roads  in  the  County.  Housing  in- 
formation collected  in  the  field  survey  was  recorded  and  coded  on  the  detailed 
planimetric  maps  and  housing  totals  were  then  tabulated  and  compiled  at  the  town- 
shi p 1 evel . 

Information  gathered  during  the  field  survey  was  analyzed,  together  with 
data  from  the  U.S.  Census  Bureau  (1970),  records  of  the  Burke  County  Building  and 
Inspection  Department,  and  population  projections  prepared  for  the  County  in  the 
WPCOG  Population  Data  and  Projections,  1970  - 2000,  in  order  to  determine  the 
County's  housing  needs.  A detailed  description  of  the  housing  survey  methodology 
is  presented  later  in  the  text  of  this  report  in  Chapter  II,  Housing  Characteristics. 
Location,  Setting  and  Historical  Background 

Burke  County  is  located  in  the  central  portion  of  the  western  piedmont  region 
of  North  Carolina.  The  County  has  a very  irregular  outline,  with  the  Catawba  River 
constituting  approximately  ten  miles  of  its  northern  boundary.  The  County  is 
bounded  on  the  north  by  Caldwell  and  Avery  Counties,  on  the  east  by  Catawba  County, 
on  the  south  by  Rutherford  and  Cleveland  Counties,  and  on  the  west  by  McDowell  County. 
North  to  south  the  County  varies  in  its  length  from  eighteen  to  thirty  miles  and 
from  east  to  west  approximately  twenty  to  thirty-five  miles.  The  entire  County 
encompasses  511.1  square  miles,  or  approximately  327,104  acres. 

Approximately  sixty  percent  of  Burke  County  lies  in  the  Piedmont  Plateau  and 
the  remainder  is  in  the  Appalachian  Mountain  Region.  The  Piedmont  Plateau  covers 
the  central  and  eastern  portions  of  the  County,  the  Blue  Ridge  Mountains  cover  the 
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northwestern  section,  and  the  South  Mountains  occur  in  the  south  central  and  south- 
western parts  of  the  County.  The  topography  varies  in  the  County,  resulting  in 
a generally  hilly  terrain.  The  climate  in  the  County  is  characterized  by  well 
distributed  rainfall,  relatively  mild  winters,  and  warm  to  hot  humid  summers. 

Mean  annual  rainfall  varies  between  48  to  50  inches. 
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CHAPTER  I 

POPULATION  CHARACTERISTICS 


There  tends  to  be  a close  relationship  between  population  trends  and  housing 
trends.  Trends  in  population  and  housing  are  often  affected  by  the  same  forces 
and  are  often  similar  in  their  patterns  of  change.  As  a population  increases, 
it  is  highly  probable  that  the  demand  for  housing  will  likewise  increase.  This 
chapter  will  examine  the  characteristics  of  Burke  County's  population  with  the 
intent  of  gaining  a better  understanding  of  the  changing  conditions  in  the  County. 
General 

According  to  the  1970  census,  Burke  County  was  second  in  Region  E in  total 
population.  The  1970  population  of  60,364  represents  an  increase  of  241  percent 
since  1900.  Table  1 shows  that  in  recent  years  Burke  County  has  grown  faster  than 
North  Carolina  as  a whole  and  at  about  the  same  rate  as  other  counties  in  Region  E. 


TABLE  1 


POPULATION  TRENDS  FOR  SELECTED  AREAS,  1930  - 1970 


Burke  County 

Region  E 

North  Carolina 

1930 

29,410 

114,339 

3,170,276 

1940 

38,615 

139,517 

3,571 ,623 

(%  Change) 

(31.3) 

(22.0) 

(12.7) 

1950 

45,518 

165,218 

4,061 ,929 

(%  Change 

(17.9) 

(18.4) 

(13.7) 

1960 

52,701 

191 ,069 

4,556,155 

(%  Change) 

(15.8) 

(15.6) 

(12.2) 

1970 

60,364 

227,402 

5,082,059 

{%  Change) 

(14.5) 

(19.0) 

(11.5) 

Source:  U.S.  Bureau  of  Census 
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While  Burke  County  has  grown  at  a fairly  steady  rate,  the  townships  that 
comprise  Burke  County  have  exhibited  a wide  range  of  growth  rates.  See  Table  2. 
Three  townships  --  Linville,  Lovelady  and  Upper  Fork  --  experienced  a decrease 
in  population  between  1960  and  1970,  while  Drexel , Quaker  Meadow  and  Smokey  Creek 
increased  in  population  by  over  50  percent. 


TABLE  2 


POPULATION  OF  COUNTY  TOWNSHIPS,  1960  AND  1970 


County  Subdivision 

1960 

1970 

% Change 

Burke  County 

52,701 

60,364 

14.5 

Drexel 

2,594 

4,563 

75.9 

Icard 

8,692 

11,040 

27.0 

Jonas  Ridge 

457 

488 

6.8 

Linville 

1 ,282 

1 ,078 

-15.9 

Lovel ady 

7,010 

6,630 

- 5.4 

Lower  Creek 

1,168 

1 ,389 

18.9 

Lower  Fork 

1,417 

1,722 

21.5 

Morganton 

21 ,274 

22,389 

5.2 

Quaker  Meadow 

2,277 

3,500 

53.7 

Silver  Creek 

4,394 

5,555 

26.4 

Smokey  Creek 

279 

442 

58.4 

Upper  Creek 

508 

753 

48.2 

Upper  Fork 

1 ,349 

815 

-39.6 

These  wide  variations  in  growth  rate  are  important  in  determining  where 
the  greatest  housing  needs  will  occur  within  the  County.  Naturally,  those  areas 
growing  the  fastest  will  need  a greater  amount  of  new  housing  than  those  areas 
which  are  growing  at  a slower  pace  or  declining  in  population.  Table  3 provides 
further  insight  into  where  future  housing  needs  will  be  the  heaviest  by  pro- 
jecting township  population  to  the  year  2000. 

Concentration  is  a major  factor  in  township  population.  As  shown  on  Map  1, 
the  more  heavily  populated  townships  are  located  in  the  eastern  and  central  three- 
fifths  of  Burke  County,  which  lie  in  the  Piedmont  Plateau. 
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TABLE  3 

POPULATION  PROJECTIONS  BY  TOWNSHIP 


County  Subdivision 

1970 

1980 

1990 

2000 

Burke  County 

60,364 

69,633 

76,588 

84,217 

Drexel 

4,563 

5,361 

5,974 

6,653 

Icard 

11,040 

13,439 

15,547 

17,939 

Jonas  Ridge 

488 

487 

460 

421 

Linville 

1 ,078 

1 ,045 

919 

758 

Lovel ady 

6,630 

7,321 

7,658 

8,001 

Lower  Creek 

1 ,389 

1 ,636 

1,838 

2,063 

Lower  Fork 

1 ,722 

2,054 

2,298 

2,569 

Morganton 

22,389 

25,034 

26,729 

28,507 

Quaker  Meadow 

3,500 

4,317 

5,055 

5,895 

Silver  Creek 

5,555 

6,685 

7,659 

8,759 

Smokey  Creek 

442 

522 

613 

716 

Upper  Creek 

753 

801 

842 

883 

Upper  Fork 

815 

940 

996 

1 ,053 

Source:  Population 

Data  and  Projections,  1970  - 

• 2000,  Region  E,  Western  Piedmont 

Council  of  Governments,  1973. 

As  shown  in  Table  3,  over  fifty  percent  of  the  Burke  County  present  and  pro- 
jected population  is  concentrated  in  two  townships,  Morganton  and  Icard.  A major 
portion  of  the  Morganton  Township  is  composed  of  the  City  of  Morganton  and  its 
suburban  areas.  Morganton,  the  county  seat  and  largest  city  in  Burke  County,  serves 
as  the  principal  trade  center  for  much  of  the  County.  A sizable  portion  of  the 
Icard  Township  population  can  be  attributed  to  its  close  proximity  to  Hickory, 
the  largest  city  in  the  Region,  located  just  east  of  the  Burke  County  line  in 
Catawba  County. 

Significant  growth  (over  2,000  population  increase)  is  also  anticipated 
in  the  townships  of  Lovelady,  Quaker  Meadow  and  Silver  Creek  over  the  next  30- 
year  period.  Like  Morganton  and  Icard,  these  townships  are  located  in  the  Catawba 
Valley  or  Piedmont  Plateau. 
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The  remaining  townships  are  projected  to  gain  very  little  population 
or  experience  a reduction  in  population.  These  areas  generally  lie  in  the 
mountainous  portions  of  the  County,  most  of  which  are  designated  as  National 
Forest  or  Mountain  Preserve,  or  are  located  in  very  rural  areas  not  served  by 
major  transportation  facilities. 

Composition 

An  examination  of  the  age,  sex  and  race  characteristics  of  the  Burke 
County  population  is  necessary  to  determine  the  type  of  housing  that  is  and 
will  be  demanded  in  the  future.  For  example,  young  families  generally  require 
smaller,  less  expensive  housing  than  older  families  with  larger  family  sizes 
and  greater  amounts  of  equity  built  up  in  their  dwellings.  In  the  same  manner, 
couples  whose  children  have  moved  away  do  not  generally  display  much  of  a need 
for  new  housing.  Older  members  of  a community,  on  the  other  hand,  often  re- 
quire housing  assistance  or  special  facilities  to  accomodate  their  declining 
physical  abilities.  Table  4 shows  the  projected  Burke  County  population  by 
age  grouping  with  respective  percentage  distribution. 
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TABLE  4 

PROJECTED  COUNTY  POPULATION  BY  AGE 


* * 


AGE 

1960 

% Dist. 

1970 

% Dist. 

1976 

% Dist. 

1980 

% Dist. 

Total 

52,701 

100.0 

60,364 

100.0 

64,556 

100.0 

68,082 

100.0 

Under  5 

5,292 

10.0 

5,072 

8.4 

4,936 

7.6 

5,729 

8.4 

5 - 9 

5,158 

9.8 

5,846 

9.7 

5,541 

8.6 

5,273 

7.7 

10  - 14 

5,628 

10.7 

5,992 

9.9 

6,015 

9.3 

5,804 

8.5 

15  - 19 

4,488 

8.6 

5,523 

9.1 

5,701 

8.8 

6,373 

9.4 

20  - 24 

3,488 

6.6 

4,772 

7.9 

5,541 

8.6 

5,274 

7.7 

25  - 29 

3,547 

6.8 

4,433 

7.3 

5,313 

8.2 

5,550 

8.2 

30  - 34 

3,656 

6.9 

4,002 

6.7 

4,782 

7.4 

5,518 

8.1 

35  - 39 

3,835 

7.3 

3,769 

6.2 

4,204 

6.5 

4,749 

7.0 

40  - 44 

3,545 

6.7 

3,712 

6.1 

3,730 

5.8 

4,098 

6.0 

45  - 49 

3,315 

6.3 

3,562 

5.9 

3,624 

5.6 

3,529 

5.2 

50  - 54 

2,842 

5.4 

3.394 

' 5.6 

3,446 

5.3 

3,575 

5.3 

55  - 59 

2,237 

4.2 

3,029 

5.0 

3,158 

4.9 

3,282 

4.8 

60  - 64 

1 ,678 

3.2 

2,400 

4.0 

2,742 

4.2 

2,893 

4.2 

65  - 74 

2,598 

4.9 

2,990 

5.0 

3,658 

5.8 

4,159 

6.1 

Over  74 

1,394 

2.6 

1 ,868 

3.2 

2,165 

3.4 

2,276 

3.4 

Source:  U.S.  Bureau  of  Census 

* Baseline  Statistics  for  Needs  Assessment  - Burke  County,  Department  of 
Human  Resources,  State  of  North  Carolina,  April  1974. 

In  past  years,  the  largest  segment  of  the  Burke  County  population  was  com- 
posed of  young  children.  This  trend  is  expected  to  continue  through  1980.  However, 
Table  4 also  shows  that  by  1980  there  will  be  substantial  increases  in  the  upper 
teens  to  early  thirties  age  populations  (15-34)  which  represents  the  entry  level 
for  the  housing  market.  The  middle  age  segment  of  the  population  (35-54)  is  ex- 
pected to  decrease  as  a percentage  of  the  total  population,  although  a numerical 
increase  in  this  segment  is  projected.  Another  important  observation  is  the  anti- 
cipated large  increase  in  the  elderly  population  (60  and  over). 
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The  age,  sex  and  race  characteristics  of  the  Burke  County  population  are 
presented  by  township  in  Tables  5 and  6. 


TABLE  5 

1970  POPULATION  COMPOSITION  BY  TOWNSHIP 


County 

Subdivision 

Total 

Sex 

Male  Female 

White 

Race 

Negro 

Other 

Burke  County 

60,364 

29,274 

31 ,090 

55,956 

4,324 

84 

Urexe 1 

4,563 

2,181 

2,382 

4,275 

277 

11 

Icard 

11,040 

5,412 

5,628 

11,029 

3 

8 

Jonas  Ridge 

488 

246 

242 

488 

-- 

-- 

Linville 

1,078 

521 

557 

759 

319 

— 

Level ady 

6,630 

3,142 

3,488 

6,514 

53 

3 

Lower  Creek 

1,389 

694 

695 

1 ,088 

296 

5 

Lower  Fork 

1,722 

866 

856 

1 ,629 

91 

2 

Morganton 

22,389 

10,729 

11 ,660 

20,111 

2,230 

48 

Quaker  Meadow 

3,500 

1 ,713 

1,787 

3,003 

494 

3 

Silver  Creek 

5,555 

2,753 

2,802 

5,026 

525 

4 

Smokey  Creek 

442 

235 

207 

442 

— 

— 

Upper  Creek 

753 

377 

376 

717 

36 

-- 

Upper  Fork 

815 

405 

410 

815 

— 

-- 

Source:  U.S. 

Bureau  of 

Census 

County 

Subdivision 

TABLE  6 

1970  AGE  BREAKDOWN  BY  TOWNSHIP* 
5 and 

under  6-13  14-18  19-34 

35-54 

55-64 

65+ 

Burke  County 

6,270 

9,526 

5,716 

14,093 

14,356 

5,427 

4,919 

Drexel 

516 

720 

408 

1 ,126 

1 ,108 

405 

280 

Icard 

1,315 

1,809 

1,068 

2,775 

2,601 

806 

612 

Jonas  Ridge 

57 

70 

44 

107 

98 

52 

60 

Linville 

115 

213 

102 

236 

219 

108 

85 

Lovelady 

673 

1 ,074 

599 

1,416 

1,634 

649 

585 

Lower  Creek 

169 

214 

131 

348 

303 

115 

109 

Lower  Fork 

212 

296 

168 

401 

378 

139 

125 

Morganton 

1,944 

3,196 

2,116 

5,065 

5,497 

2,303 

2,268 

Quaker  Meadow 

383 

612 

324 

813 

832 

287 

249 

Silver  Creek 

681 

945 

548 

1 ,381 

1,241 

384 

375 

Smokey  Creek 

48 

84 

44 

116 

91 

36 

23 

Upper  Creek 

83 

150 

69 

150 

152 

78 

71 

Upper  Fork 

74 

143 

95 

159 

202 

65 

77 

Source:  U.S.  Bureau  of  Census 

* First  Count  unpublished  Census  Tape  Data. 
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Table  5 reveals  that  minority  races  comprise  a very  small  portion  of  the 
Burke  County  population  at  7 percent.  This  percentage  compares  with  23  percent 
minority  population  for  all  of  North  Carolina.  Jonas  Ridge,  Smokey  Creek,  Upper 
Fork  and  Icard  Townships  have  almost  no  minority  population.  The  Icard  Township 
is  most  significant  in  terms  of  number  of  people.  Of  over  11,000  people  in  1970, 
only  11  people,  or  .1  percent,  were  of  a minority  race.  Linville  Township,  with 
a minority  population  of  319  out  of  a total  of  1,078,  has  the  highest  percentage 
of  minority  population  at  30  percent. 

Other  Factors  - 

Education,  Employment,  Income  and  Households 

Much  can  be  learned  about  a population  by  looking  at  other  factors  beyond 
number  of  people  and  composition.  Education,  employment  and  income  can  tell  a 
lot  about  the  way  people  live  and  their  capability  to  purchase  housing.  A person's 
education  level  usually  determines  the  type  of  employment  obtained  and  the  level 
of  income,  which  in  turn  dictates  the  type  of  housing  a person  can  afford.  The 
number  and  size  of  households  are  very  important  in  helping  determine  the  availa- 
bility of  housing  and  housing  demand.  In  past  years  the  number  of  households  has 
increased  faster  than  the  population,  resulting  in  a decline  in  the  average  number 
of  persons  per  household.  Thus,  for  example,  a high  persons-per-househol d ratio 
might  indicate  a "doubling  up"  of  people  and  a suppressed  demand  for  housing. 

Education.  Educational  attainment  has  a high  correlation  with  occupation, 
income,  status,  and  purchasing  power.  Two  indicators  of  the  level  of  educational 
achievement  in  a population  are  the  amount  of  schooling  attained  by  individuals 
and  the  number  or  proportion  of  individuals  enrolled  in  school.  Table  7 pre- 
sents school  enrollment  and  years  of  school  completed  by  the  Burke  County 
population. 
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School  enrollment  reveals  that  a large  number  of  teenagers  and  young 
adults  drop  out  of  school  without  completing  high  school.  Of  those  persons 
25  years  old  and  over  in  1970,  only  32.4  were  high  school  graduates,  and  only 
5.5  percent  had  attended  four  years  of  college. 

The  North  Carolina  Department  of  Public  Education  reports  in  1975  there 
were  738  high  school  graduates  from  Burke  County  schools.  Of  this  number, 
31.2  percent  sought  employment,  4.7  percent  went  into  the  military  and  59.4 
percent  went  on  to  some  form  of  higher  learning  such  as  technical  schools, 
junior  colleges,  or  four-year  colleges.  The  estimated  average  annual  high 
school  dropout  rate  in  1975  was  9.3  percent. 


TABLE  7 

1970  EDUCATIONAL  CHARACTERISTICS  - BURKE  COUNTY 


SCHOOL  ENROLLMENT 

Total  Enrolled,  3-34  years  old  14,165 


Nursery  School 
Kindergarten 

Elementary  (1  to  8 years) 

High  School 
College 

Percent  enrolled,  3-34  years 
3 and  4 years  old 
5 and  6 years  old 
7-13  years  old 
14  and  15  years  old 
16  and  17  years  old 
18  and  19  years  old 
20  and  21  years  old 
22  - 24  years  old 
25  - 34  years  old 


132 

46 

9,221 

3,703 

702 

old  43.9 

5.6 

46.6 
91.8 
90.1 

80.7 
34.3 

14.8 

4.0 

2.0 


(Table  7 continues  on  following  page) 
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(Table  7,  continued) 

YEARS  OF  SCHOOL  COMPLETED 


25  years 

old  and  over 

33,397 

No  school  years  completed 

845 

Elementary: 

1 to  4 years 

2,801 

5 to  7 years 

6,993 

8 years 

3,574 

High  School 

: 1 to  3 years 

8,357 

4 years 

6,645 

College:  1 

to  3 years 

2,325 

4 

years 

1 ,857 

Median  School  Years  Completed 

9.9 

Percent  High  School  Graduates 

32.4 

Source:  U.S.  Bureau  of  Census 

Employment.  A man's  occupation  determines  not  only  what  he  does  during  the 
work  day  but  his  entire  level  and  manner  of  living.  The  number  of  workers  and 
the  rate  of  growth  in  the  different  occupations  are  an  indication  of  the  rela- 
tive employment  opportunities  that  can  be  found  in  these  occupational  areas. 

N 

As  can  be  seen  from  the  low  educational  attainment  levels  of  the  Burke 
County  population,  a large  portion  of  the  population  could  be  expected  to  work 
as  craftsmen,  operatives  and  service  workers.  Table  8 shows  that  in  fact  over 
63  percent  of  the  population  is  employed  in  these  blue  collar  type  occupations. 
Very  little  change  can  be  observed  in  the  percentage  of  people  employed  by  occupa- 
tion from  1970  to  1974.  Thus,  there  has  been  little  change  in  the  past  few  years 
in  the  type  of  employment  which  would  indicate  increased  purchasing  power  and 
manner  of  1 i ving. 

Income.  Income  is  a good  indicator  of  economic  well-being.  A family's 
income  represents  the  purchasing  power  available  to  provide  the  necessities  of 
life  such  as  housing.  Family  income  is  a good  indicator  of  the  distribution  of 
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income  of  a population.  Median  family  income  is  especially  useful,  as  it  divides 
the  number  of  families  into  two  equal  groups,  one  with  incomes  above  the  median 
and  the  other  with  incomes  below  the  median.  This  information  can  be  used  in 
planning  and  developing  housing  programs  to  assist  needy  families  and  in  identi- 
fying housing  markets  by  price  range. 

Table  9 presents  the  income  distribution  for  Burke  County  families.  The 
1970  Census  reveals  that  10  percent  of  all  Burke  County  families  had  incomes  be- 
low the  poverty  level.  The  median  income  was  $8,441.  Sixty-four  percent  of  all 
families  earned  under  $10,000.  Only  9 percent  of  the  families  had  incomes  above 
$15,000. 

Households.  Data  on  number  and  size  of  households  is  important  in  coping 
with  present  housing  problems  as  well  as  needs  in  the  future.  The  number  of 
households,  population  and  persons  per  household  are  given  for  Burke  County  by 
township  in  Table  10.  Minority  household  information  is  also  presented  by  town- 
ship. From  Table  10  it  can  be  seen  that  the  minority  population  has  a higher 
persons-per-household  ratio  than  the  population  as  a whole.  Households  are 
examined  in  greater  detail  in  Chapter  V. 


Source:  North  Carolina  Employment  Security  Commission 
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TABLE  9 

SELECTED  INDICATORS  OF  INCOME  FOR  BURKE  COUNTY 


Family  Income 

1969 

1 

A1 1 f ami  1 i es 

15,702 

100.0 

Less  than  $1 ,000 

227 

1.4 

$1  ,000  - $1,999 

586 

3.7 

$2,000  - $2,999 

571 

3.6 

$3,000  - $3,999 

858 

5.5 

$4,000  - $4,999 

1 ,120 

7.1 

$5,000  - $5,999 

1 ,297 

8.3 

$6,000  - $6,999 

1 ,197 

7.7 

$7,000  - $7,999 

1,301 

8.3 

$8,000  - $8,999 

1 ,573 

10.0 

$9,000  - $9,999 

1 ,372 

8.7 

$10,000  - $11,999 

2,405 

15.4 

$12,000  - $14,999 

1 ,780 

11.3 

$15,000  - $24,999 

1,104 

7.0 

$25,000  - $49,999 

224 

1.4 

$50,000  or  more 

87 

0.6 

Median  family  income 

$8,441 

Families  below  poverty  level 

1 ,567 

10.0 

Source:  U.S.  Bureau  of  Census 

TABLE 

10 

1970  HOUSEHOLDS 

BY  TOWNSHIP 

TOTAL 

Persons/ 

MINORITY 

Persons/ 

Township  Number  Population 

Household 

Number 

Population 

Household 

Burke  County  17,645  56,335 

3.19 

1 ,003 

3,754 

3.74 

Drexel  1,425  4,556 

3.20 

71 

288 

4.06 

Icard  3,356  11,030 

3.29 

1 

11 

-- 

Jonas  Ridge  159  488 

3.07 

— 

-- 

Linville  285  1,009 

3.54 

74 

319 

4.31 

Lovelady  2,139  6,586 

3.08 

15 

56 

3.73 

Lower  Creek  391  1,339 

3.42 

67 

278 

4.15 

Lower  Fork  493  1 ,722 

3.49 

19 

93 

4.89 

Morganton  6,185  18,584 

3.00 

490 

1,755 

3.58 

Quaker  Meadow  1,033  3,481 

3.37 

123 

490 

3.98 

Silver  Creek  1,617  5,555 

3.44 

136 

529 

3.89 

Smoky  Creek  126  442 

3.51 

. — 

— 

— 

Upper  Creek  205  736 

3.59 

7 

36 

5.14 

Upper  Fork  231  807 

3.49 

— 

— 

Source:  U.S.  Bureau  of  Census 
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CHAPTER  II 

HOUSING  CHARACTERISTICS 


A detailed  inventory  and  analysis  of  housing  characteristics  is  essential 
in  determining  the  type,  quality  and  supply  of  housing  in  Burke  County.  In  order 
to  obtain  the  data  for  this  detailed  analysis,  a field  survey  was  conducted  of 
all  housing  units  in  Burke  County. 

Methodology  Employed 

A field  survey  was  conducted  in  January  of  1976  by  a planner  from  the  Western 
Piedmont  Council  of  Governments  and  a research  analyst  from  the  Burke  County  De- 
partment of  Community  Development.  The  inventory  included  all  housing  units 
within  the  County  except  for  those  units  located  in  incorporated  areas.  To  facili- 
tate data  analysis  in  the  survey,  Burke  County  was  divided  into  thirteen  study  areas 
with  study  area  boundaries  corresponding  to  existing  township  boundary  lines. 

The  major  graphic  resources  for  this  survey  were  detailed  planimetric  base 
maps  of  the  County  prepared  from  January,  1975  aerial  photographs.  Color  aerial 
photographs  and  highway  maps  were  the  only  other  major  resources  used  by  the 
survey  team. 

Using  the  base  maps,  the  survey  team  drove  nearly  all  the  roads  in  the  County, 
working  from  the  northwest  corner  to  the  southeast  of  the  County  in  a counter- 
clockwise manner.  The  survey  team  inventoried  all  housing  in  each  township  out- 
side corporate  boundaries  by  type  of  housing,  structural  condition,  and  occupancy 


status. 
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For  the  purposes  of  this  study,  only  three  basic  housing  types  were  identi- 
fied --  single  family,  multiple  family,  and  mobile  home.  Four  classifications 
were  used  to  describe  housing  quality  or  condition  --  standard,  substandard- 
deteriorating,  substandard-dilapidated,  and  unfit  for  human  habitation.  Housing 
occupancy  status  was  listed  as  occupied,  vacant  or  seasonal.  The  evaluations  of 
all  housing  units  were  based  solely  on  visual  inspection  of  the  exteriors  of 
the  dwellings.  Definitions  of  the  classifications  used  in  the  inventory  are 
given  in  the  following  section. 

Definitions  of  Housing  Classifications 

Single  Family  Dwelling.  A building,  or  portion  thereof,  designed,  arranged 
and  used  for  the  living  quarters  for  one  family. 

Multiple  Family  Dwelling.  A building  designed  or  arranged  to  be  occupied 
by  two  (2)  or  more  famili es . 

Mobile  Home.  A vehicle  with  or  without  its  own  motive  power,  equipped  for 
or  used  for  living  purposes  and  mounted  on  wheels  or  designed  to  be  so  mounter 
and  transported. 

Standard.  Structures  that  are  in  an  excellent  state  of  repair  or  in  need 
of  only  limited  minor  repair;  they  have  either  no  defects  or  only  slight 
defects  which  can  normally  be  corrected  during  the  course  of  regular 
mai ntenance. 

Substandard- Deteriorating.  Structures  in  need  of  extensive  minor  repairs 
and/or  major  repair  to  at  least  one  structural  element;  they  have  one  or 
more  defects  of  such  a nature  that  rehabilitation  may  not  be  economically 
feasible. 

Substandard-Pi  lapidated.  Structures  in  need  of  extensive  major  repairs  to 
more  than  one  structural  element;  defects  have  progressed  to  a point  where 
rehabilitation  appears  to  be  economically  unfeasible. 

Unfit  for  Human  Habitation.  Structures  have  such  extreme  conditions  of 
deterioration  that  they  are  unhealthful  or  harmful  to  human  life. 

Substandard  Mobile  Home.  A mobile  home  in  which  parts  of  the  siding  are 
missing,  steps  or  doorways  are  deteriorated,  windows  are  broken,  or  there 
are  other  visible  signs  of  deterioration. 
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Occupied.  A dwelling  unit  that  is  lived  in  year-round. 

Vacant.  A dwelling  unit  either  temporarily  or  permanently  not  lived  in. 

Seasonal . Dwelling  units  built  for  only  occasional  use,  such  as  cabins 

or  estates  cared  for  by  a caretaker. 

Housing  Analysis  by  Township 

The  results  of  the  housing  field  survey  are  summarized  in  this  section.  A 
total  of  15,092  housing  units  were  surveyed.  This  figure  represents  about  65  per- 
cent of  the  total  housing  units  in  the  County.  The  remainder  of  the  housing  units 
in  the  County  are  within  incorporated  areas  not  surveyed  in  this  study,  such  as 
Morganton,  Valdese,  Drexel  and  Glen  Alpine. 

Table  11  presents  a summary  of  existing  housing  by  township.  Of  the  15,092 
total  housing  units,  78.7  percent  were  single  family,  21  percent  were  mobile  homes 
and  0.3  percent  were  multi-family.  Only  5.4  percent  of  the  housing  was  classified 
as  being  substandard.  Silver  Creek  Township  had  the  highest  percentage  of  mobile 
homes  at  31.5  percent,  while  Jonas  Ridge  Township  had  the  lowest  percentage  at 
8.0  percent.  Smokey  Creek  Township  had  the  highest  level  of  substandard  housing 
at  16.6  percent.  Linville  and  Upper  Creek  Townships  also  had  very  high  percentages 
of  substandard  housing  at  approximately  11  percent.  Drexel,  Icard,  Lovelady, 
Morganton,  Silver  Creek  and  Upper  Fork  Townships  all  had  very  low  percentages  of 
substandard  housing,  ranging  between  3.5  and  4.8  percent.  Although  Morganton  and 
Lovelady  had  lower  individual  rates  of  substandard  housing,  they  accounted  for 
over  35  percent  of  the  total  substandard  housing  surveyed  in  the  County  due  to 
their  large  populations. 
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A more  in-depth  analysis  of  housing  characteristics  is  provided  in  Table  12, 
which  separates  housing  units  by  type,  condition  and  occupancy  status.  Of  the 
single  family  homes  surveyed,  93.4  percent  were  classified  as  standard,  4.9  per- 
cent as  deteriorating,  1.2  percent  as  dilapidated  and  0.5  percent  as  unfit  for 
human  habitation.  Only  1.9  percent  of  the  mobile  homes  were  considered  substandard. 
The  overall  level  of  housing  occupancy  was  96.3  percent.  A sharp  drop  in  the  level 
of  occupancy  was  seen  moving  from  standard  to  unfit  housing.  Standard  housing 
had  an  occupancy  rate  of  96.8  percent,  82.3  percent  of  the  deteriorating  housing 
was  occupied,  while  only  58.9  percent  of  the  dilapidated  housing  was  occupied. 
Surprisingly,  22.8  percent  of  those  housing  units  classified  as  unfit  for  human 
habitation  were  occupied. 

Mobile  homes  were  of  special  interest  in  the  survey  because  of  their 
growing  impact  in  the  housing  market.  Table  13  presents  a summary  of  mobile  home 
data  collected  in  this  survey.  Of  a total  of  3,174  mobile  home  units,  nearly 
50  percent  were  single  mobile  homes  scattered  across  the  County.  A total  of  305 
mobile  home  parks  were  recorded.  Icard  and  Morganton  Townships  had  by  far  the 
largest  number  of  mobile  home  parks  and  total  mobile  home  units  in  the  County. 

It  is  noteworthy  from  Table  11  that,  while  5.4  percent  of  the  total  number  of 
housing  units  were  classified  as  substandard,  only  1.9  percent  of  all  mobile 
homes  were  classified  as  substandard. 
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TABLE  13 

MOBILE  HOME  SUMMARY 


Township 

No.  of  Mobile 
Home  Parks 

Total  Units 
in  Parks 

Total  Single 
Mobile  Homes 

Total 

Units 

Burke  County 

305 

1 ,605 

1,569 

3,174 

Drexel 

26 

114 

73 

187 

Icard 

77 

431 

406 

837 

Jonas  Ridge 

1 

2 

32 

34 

Linvil le 

7 

25 

42 

67 

Lovelady 

35 

163 

129 

292 

Lower  Creek 

16 

96 

58 

154 

Lower  Fork 

7 

22 

85 

107 

Morganton 

65 

465 

316 

781 

Quaker  Meadow 

20 

58 

99 

157 

Silver  Creek 

39 

199 

201 

400 

Smokey  Creek 

2 

8 

36 

44 

Upper  Creek 

6 

14 

58 

72 

Upper  Fork 

4 

8 

34 

42 

Source:  Burke  County  Housing  Survey,  January,  1976. 
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CHAPTER  III 

PREVIOUS  HOUSING  ACTIVITIES 


An  examination  of  past  housing  activities  in  Burke  County  helps  to  pro- 
vide a perspective  on  the  trends  in  County  housing  and  helps  to  identify  possible 
areas  of  future  housing  activity.  Past  housing  activities  in  Burke  County  in- 
clude both  the  public  and  private  sectors  of  the  housing  market. 

Public  Sector 

Public  housing  activity  in  Burke  County  has  been  limited  in  past  years. 
There  have  been  four  types  of  federal  housing  programs  that  have  been  located  in 
the  County.  Table  14  shows  past  public  sector  housing  activity. 

TABLE  14 

PUBLIC  SECTOR  HOUSING  ACTIVITY 


Farmers 

Home 

Administration  (FmHA) 

711 

units 

Federal 

Land 

Bank 

54 

li 

Section 

235 

5 

II 

Section 

8 

96 

M 

Sources:  HUD  and  FmHA 

Burke  County  has  been  most  active  in  the  Farmers  Home  Administration  program, 

which  provides  an  interest  subsidy  and  loan  insurance  for  single  family  homes  in 

rural  areas.  A total  of  711  homes  has  been  constructed  under  this  program.  FmHA 

seeks  to  aid  low  and  moderate  income  families  in  purchasing  private  housing.  The 

maximum  loan  amount  is  approximately  $25,000  for  a 1,100  square  foot  house.  In 

*/ 

1975,  around  175  loans  were  granted  out  ot  a total  of  500  loan  applications. 


*/  FmHA  information  obtained  from  Jerry  Batten  of  FmHA,  1976. 
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The  Federal  Land  Bank  program  has  been  of  assistance  to  moderate  income  families 
in  the  rural  areas  of  Burke  County.  Mortgage  financing  has  been  provided  for 
54  rural  families  through  the  Federal  Land  Bank  since  1973.  A total  of  only  5 
houses  has  been  constructed  under  HUD's  235  program,  which,  like  FmHA,  provides 
home  ownership  loan  insurance  and  interest  subsidies  for  moderate  income  families. 
The  Section  8 Housing  Program  as  part  of  the  Housing  and  Community  Development 
Act  of  1974  is  the  most  recent  of  the  federal  housing  programs.  This  appears  to 
be  the  main  federal  housing  source  in  the  near  future,  supplanting  previous  pro- 
grams. Section  8 housing  provides  housing  assistance  payments  for  low  income 
families.  The  assistance  payments  are  generally  the  difference  between  15  to 
25  percent  of  a family's  income  and  the  fair  market  rent  of  a housing  unit.  A 
total  of  96  families  have  been  assisted  through  Section  8 since  its  inception. 

By  far  the  largest  portion  of  the  public  sector  housing  in  Burke  County 
has  been  centered  in  Morganton  with  250  units  and  Valdese  with  124  units. 

Private  Sector 

Private  sector  housing  has  shown  a steady  decline  in  recent  years  as  a 
result  of  the  economic  slump.  However,  the  number  of  building  permits  has  in- 
creased significantly  in  the  first  half  of  1976  over  the  1975  figures.  Table  15 
presents  a partial  listing  of  monthly  building  permits  and  mobile  home  hookups 
from  1972  to  the  present.  This  information  is  presented  graphically  in  Figure  1 
to  provide  further  perspective  on  past  housing  activity.  As  shown,  mobile  home 
hookups  have  almost  outpaced  building  permits  two  to  one  during  this  period. 

This  large  number  of  mobile  home  hookups  may  be  due  in  part  to  some  double 
counting,  but  more  importantly  indicates  a strong  housing  demand  for  low  priced 
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housing  accomodations.  With  the  limited  alternatives  for  attractive  low  cost 
housing,  the  past  trend  in  mobile  home  hookups  to  outpace  building  permits  will 
probably  continue. 


TABLE  15 

RESIDENTIAL  BUILDING  PERMITS 
AND 


MOBILE  HOME  HOOKUPS 


1972 

BP*  MH** 

BP 

1973 

MH 

BP 

1974 

MH 

BP 

1975 

MH 

1976 

BP 

MH 

January 

36 

— 

— 

22 

65 

12 

32 

22 

36 

February 

28 

— 

— 

45 

50 

8 

22 

32 

36 

March 

46 

— 

— 

41 

65 

26 

53 

41 

57 

April 

36 

-- 

-- 

41 

91 

29 

55 

46 

69 

May 

50 

-- 

42 

100 

34 

58 

38 

57 

June 

49 

— 

-- 

30 

76 

39 

55 

40 

57 

July 

40 

— 

-- 

44 

78 

35 

60 

35 

59 

August 

56 

— 

— 

36 

82 

34 

63 

September 

28 

— 

-- 

24 

70 

40 

49 

October 

36 

— 

-- 

26 

68 

32 

76 

November 

37 

— 

-- 

20 

45 

29 

29 

December 

23 

24 

59 

14 

30 

33 

44 

TOTAL 

465 

451 

808 

385 

820 

351 

596 

Source:  Report  of  Building  Permits  Issued  and  Local  Public  Construction,  Burke  County. 

* Residential  Building  Permits 

**  Mobile  Home  Hookups 
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CHAPTER  IV 


CURRENT  FACTORS  AFFECTING  HOUSING 

Solutions  to  housing  problems  are  often  difficult  to  identify  because  of 
the  complex  interaction  of  the  factors  that  affect  the  area  of  housing.  The 
peculiar  way  that  these  housing  factors  interact  often  complicates  local  indi- 
vidual and  collective  efforts  to  bring  about  a reversal  of  housing-related 
problems.  Some  of  these  factors  influencing  housing  in  Burke  County  are  dis- 
cussed below. 

Economics  of  Home  Buying 

Over  the  past  20  years,  Burke  County's  economy  has  been  largely  representa- 
tive of  the  country  as  a whole.  During  this  period  of  time,  we  have  seen  a serious 
decline  in  real  house-buying  power.  The  Urban  Land  Institute  cites,  in  statistics 
released  in  the  spring  of  1976,  a number  of  startling  comparisons  on  a national 


basis  in  the  20-year  period  1955  - 1975: 

20  Years  — 1955-1975 

Increase  in  median  sales  price  of  new  homes  191% 

Increase  in  gross  income  (family  of  four)  221% 

Increase  net  or  disposable  income  189% 

10  Years  — 1965-1975 

Increase  in  median  sales  price  of  new  homes  95% 

Increase  in  gross  income  (family  of  four)  113% 

Increase  in  disposable  income  95% 
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These  figures  indicate  that,  in  terms  of  housing  costs,  the  industry  has 
been  keeping  increases  down  to  a little  more  than  the  net  increase  in  family 
income. 

It  would  be  extremely  misleading,  however,  to  leave  an  economic  discussion 
at  this  point;  other  factors  in  the  housing  market  paint  a darker  picture.  For 
example,  in  the  past  20  years,  mortgage  interest  rates  for  low-cost  homes  have 
risen  from  4.875  percent  to  just  over  9 percent,  for  an  increase  of  85  percent. 
When  this  higher  rate  is  applied  to  the  191  percent  increase  in  mortgage  dollars 
needed  to  buy  the  median  home,  one  can  see  that  the  interest  part  of  the  monthly 
cost  of  owning  a home  has  jumped  492  percent  in  the  same  20  years.  Twenty  years 
ago,  67 1 of  each  dollar  of  monthly  payment  went  to  interest;  in  1965  it  was  79(t, 
and  in  1976  it  is  92(i.  For  example,  today's  homebuyer,  during  the  first  payment 
year,  repays  only  Qi  of  the  purchase  price  out  of  each  dollar  of  monthly  loan 
payment,  whereas  in  1955,  33t  of  the  loan  payment  dollar  was  paid  against  the  pur- 
chase price. 

The  costs  of  all  facets  making  up  home  ownership  have  increased  during  the 
last  20  years.  Property  taxes,  liability  insurance  and  maintenance  and  repair 
costs  are  up  over  250  percent.  Economists  calculate  that  utilities  (heat,  power, 
and  air  conditioning)  are  also  up  191  percent,  with  most  of  this  increase  having 
occurred  in  the  past  two  years.  The  high  and  ever-increasing  cost  of  maintaining 
a home,  of  which  utilities  are  a part,  is  a significant  factor  in  a discussion  of 
market  problems.  It  is  estimated  that  the  total  monthly  housing  (or  shelter) 
cost  has  increased  during  this  period  by  305  percent. 
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During  this  same  period  of  time,  other  national  economic  factors  have  af- 
fected the  ability  of  the  American  family  to  buy  new  homes.  Between  1955  and 
1975,  federal  income  taxes  increased  365  percent,  social  security  taxes  882  per- 
cent, and  state  taxes  1,233  percent.  On  top  of  all  this,  American  families 
in  the  last  three  years  have  faced  increase  after  increase  in  the  prices  of 
necessities,  particularly  food  and  transportation. 

Probably  no  further  figures  are  needed  to  illustrate  the  central  point  of 
this  issue.  What  has  happened  in  effect  is  that  we  have  suffered  a serious  de- 
cline in  real  house-buying  power.  After  paying  the  tax  collector,  the  supermarket, 
the  gas  station,  and  the  auto  dealer,  what  remains  as  income  to  the  potential 
house  buyer  or  tenant  no  longer  matches  the  cost  of  purchasing  and  keeping  up 
a new  home. 

This  is  not  only  true  for  the  potential  home  buyer,  but  for  the  renter  as 
well.  There  has  been  a serious  decline  in  the  rental  housing  industry  for  the 
same  reasons.  The  landlord  faces  these  same  high  monthly  costs  of  operating  and 
maintaining  rental  housing  and  knows  that  his  tenants  will  find  it  impossible  to 
pay  enough  rent  to  cover  all  his  costs.  Although  the  precise  effect  for  Burke 
County  per  se  is  unclear,  the  typical  tenant,  who  is  temporarily  enjoying  lower 
than  economic  rents  resulting  from  the  excessive  number  of  rental  housing  starts 
in  1972  and  1973,  is  unconcerned;  statistics  show  that  he  should  be  concerned. 


for  soon  rents  will  begin  to  rise  rapidly  --  as  vacancy  ratios  drop,  landlords 
will  be  able  to  recoup  their  losses. 
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For  comparative  purposes,  the  following  Urban  Land  Institute  chart  illus- 
trates the  national  context  of  which  Burke  County  is  a part. 

TABLE  16 


Housing  Expenses  and  Income  Required 
To  Buy  a New  One  Family  Home,  1955, 1965, 1975 


1955 

1965 

1975 

1955-75 

Percent  Change 
1955-65 

1965-75 

Median  Sales  Price.  New  Homes  Sold 

13.400e 

20,000 

39.000 

191.0% 

493% 

950% 

Loan-to-Value  Ratio 

75.3 

83.3 

82.1 

9.0 

10.6 

-1.4 

Mortgage  Amount 

10.090 

16,660 

32.019 

217.3 

65.1 

92.2 

Length  of  Mortgage 

23Yrs 

28  Yrs 

28  Yrs 

21.7 

21.7 

0.0 

Interest  Rate 

4.875 

5.750 

9.000 

84.6 

17,9 

56  5 

Monthly  Mortgage  Payment.  Total 

77.34 

128.35 

333.41 

331.1% 

66.0% 

159  8% 

Principal  and  Interest 

60.87 

99.87 

261.37 

329.4 

64.1 

161.7 

Interest  (average  for  1st  year) 

40.56 

79.30 

240.25 

492.3 

95.5 

203.0 

Real  Estate  Tax 

13.27 

23.34 

58.58 

341.4 

75.9 

151,0 

Hazard  Insurance 

3.20 

5.14 

13.46 

320.6 

60.6 

161.9 

Other  Monthly  Housing  Expense 

24.32 

34.74 

77.82 

220.0% 

42.8% 

124  0% 

Maintenance  and  Repair 

7.40 

10.58 

27.32 

269.2 

43.0 

158  2 

Heat  and  Utilities 

16.92 

24.16 

50.50 

198.5 

42.8 

109.0 

Total  Monthly  Housing  Expense 

101.66 

163.09 

411.23 

304.5 

60.4 

152.1 

Annual  Housing  Expense.  Total 

1.219.92 

1.957.08 

4.934.76 

304.5% 

60.4% 

152.1% 

Mortgage  Payment.  Total 

928.08 

1.540.20 

4,000.92 

331.1 

66.0 

159.8 

Principal  and  Interest 

730.44 

1,198.44 

3.136.44 

329.4 

64.1 

161.7 

Interest  (first  year) 

486.54 

951.45 

2.882.99 

492.5 

95.6 

203,0 

Real  Estate  Tax 

159.24 

280.08 

702.96 

341.4 

75.9 

151.0 

Hazard  Insurance 

38.40 

61.68 

161.52 

320.6 

60.6 

161.9 

Other  Housing  Expense.  Total 

291.84 

416.88 

933.84 

220.0 

42.8 

124.0 

Maintenance  and  Repair 

88.80 

126.96 

327.84 

269.2 

43.0 

158.2 

Heat  and  Utilities 

203.04 

289.92 

606.00 

198.5 

42.8 

109.0 

Years  of  Income  Needed  to  Oualify 

2.031 

2.014 

1.843 

-9.3% 

-0.8% 

-8.5% 

Annual  Income  Needed  to  Oualify 

6,597.74 

9.930.49 

21,161.15 

220.7 

50.5 

113.1 

Income  Taxes  Withheld  for  a Family  of  Four,  Total 

800.13 

1,357.49 

4.400.93 

450.0 

69.7 

224.2 

Federal  Income  Tax 

687.59 

1.102.10 

3.195.60 

364.8 

60,3 

190.0 

Social  Security 

84.00 

174.00 

824.85 

882.0 

107.1 

374.1 

State  Income  Tax 

28,54 

81.39 

380.48 

1,233.1 

185.2 

367.5 

Total  Disposable  Income 

5,797.61 

8.573.00 

16,760.22 

189.1 

47.9 

95.5 

Annual  Housing  Expense  as  a Percent 

of  Disposable  Income 

21.0 

22.8 

. 29.4 

40.0 

8.6 

28.9 

Percent  of  Families  Eligible  to  Buy 

22.9 

25.8 

22.4 

-2.2 

12.7 

-13.2 

Monthly  Interest  Payment  as  a Percent  of; 

Payment  to  Principal  and  Interest 

66.6 

79.4 

91.9 

38.0 

19.2 

15.7 

Monthly  Housing  Expense 

39.9 

48.6 

58.4 

46.4 

21.8 

20.2 

Median  Family  Income 

4.418 

6.957 

13.991e 

216.7% 

57.5%  • 

101.1* 

Income  Taxes  Withheld  for  a Family  of  Four.  Total 

420.11 

821.02 

2.661.16 

533.4 

95.4 

224.1 

Federal  Income  Tax 

317.00 

590.00 

1.591.20 

402.0 

86.1 

169.7 

Social  Security 

84.00 

174.00 

818.40 

874.3 

107.1 

370.3 

State  Income  Tax 

19.11 

57.02 

251.56 

1,216.4 

198.4 

341.2 

Total  Disposable  Income 

3.997.89 

6.135.98 

11.329.84 

183.4 

53.5 

84.7 

a-estimaf»» 


Source: 


National  Association  of  Home  Builders  Economics  Department 
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Individual  Home  Perception  and  Desire 

In  its  1976  Housing  Status  Report,  the  Western  Piedmont  Council  of  Govern- 
ments interviewed  a wide  array  of  local  housing  industry  participants  in  the 
Region  --  lenders,  builders,  government  officials.  The  consensus  of  this  group 
focused  on  a simple  economic  fact  of  life:  "People  should  learn  to  buy  the 

'basic  house'  with  1,000  square  feet,  three  bedrooms,  one  bath,  no  basement, 
garage  or  hallways  and  then  build  up  their  equity  until  they  can  afford  some- 
thing more." 

There  is  little  debate  that  the  single-family  detached  house  is  the  ideal 
SQlution  preferred  by  most  people,  certainly  in  an  area  as  reasonably  populated 
as  Burke  County.  However,  the  dominant  price  range  today  is  about  $30,000  - 
$40,000  for  a 1,400  square  foot  house,  while  the  1976  median  family  income  is 
$11,024  --  well  beyond  the  rule  of  thumb  income  needed  for  that  price  house. 

The  conclusion  of  the  Housing  Status  Report  called  for  1)  an  educational 
program  in  housing  realities  in  the  high  schools  and  2)  more  houses  in  the  $20,000 
$30,000  range  with  95  percent  loans,  $1,000  down  and  30  years  to  repay  --  building 
on  their  equity,  these  families  would  eventually  be  able  to  realize  the  American 
dream  of  "trading  up"  to  their  desires  rather  than  starting  out  with  them. 

Mobile  Homes 

As  discussed  elsewhere  in  this  report,  mobile  homes  are  an  ever-expanding 
feature  of  the  housing  picture  in  Burke  County,  constituting  21  percent  of  the 
housing  supply.  Their  contribution  as  a current  factor  affecting  housing  is 
related  in  many  ways: 
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* They  contribute  to  a decreased  number  of  new  conventional 
housing  starts.  The  Mobile  Home  Manufacturers  Association  claims 
that,  nationwide,  mobile  homes  constituted  91  percent  of  all  new 
single-family  homes  priced  under  $20,000  (in  1973)  and  48  percent 
of  all  single-family  housing  produced  that  year.  Experience  in 
Burke  County  seems  to  fit  this  national  picture. 

* Recent  increases  in  the  number  of  mobile  homes  in  Burke 
County  are  felt  to  be  related  to  the  substantial  increases  in  the 
number  of  young  households,  a family-forming  group  with  a few 
children  of  school  age,  low  starting  incomes  and  high  mobility  rates. 

* Although  the  costs  of  conventional  housing  have  risen 
sharply  along  with  construction  cost-rises  that  exceed  increases 
in  low  and  moderate  family  incomes,  mobile  home  prices  during  the 
same  period  have  actually  declined.  Even  though  conventional 
housing  construction  is  almost  twice  as  expensive  as  mobile  home 
construction  (on  a per  square  foot  basis),  mobile  homes  constitute 
a low-cost  housing  alternative  only  on  an  initial  purchase  price 
basis  because  of  their  rapid  rate  of  depreciation. 

* Financial  attitudes  toward  mobile  homes  are  changing. 

Lenders  now  consider  mobile  homes  a more  desirable  investment  in 
the  profitable  consumer-credit  field  with  high  interest  rates, 
large  loans,  and  short  repayment  schedules.  FmHA  and  VA  loans  are 
now  available  for  mobile  home  purchase  and  site  development. 

* Mobile  homes  constitute  a problem  largely  in  their  instancy  -- 
one  day  they  are  not  present  and  the  next  day  they  are  located  and 
occupied. 

Within  the  scope  of  the  housing  study,  many  mobile  home  owners  were 
interviewed  with  respect  to  their  reasons  for  choosing  this  housing  type.  Only 
slightly  more  than  half  (52.5%)  of  those  interviewed  ciiose  cost  in  comparison 
to  conventional  housing  as  the  reason  for  choosing  mobile  home  living. 

Inability  to  House  Newly  Arriving  and  Newly  Forming  Families 

The  housing  deficit  experienced  in  Burke  County  by  residents  four  to  six 
years  ago  may  have  been  partially  eliminated  except  for  low-income  residents. 
For  a number  of  reasons,  however,  the  availability  of  moderate  income  housing 
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for  expansion  seems  to  continue  as  a concern.  A decline  in  the  growth  of  the 
national  economy  has  resulted  locally  in  the  Uni  four  counties  in  a decreasing 
rate  of  job  creation  and  an  increase  in  the  cost  of  borrowed  funds.  Few  developers 
have  been  active  in  the  $20,000  to  upper  $20,000  range  and  a relatively  slow 
turnover  in  the  existing  older  housing  stock  has  led  to  an  undersupply  of  mode- 
rately-priced housing.  The  results  are  a "diverted  demand"  into  apartments  (if 
available)  and  mobile  homes  (too  easily  available). 

The  concentration  of  housing  for  low  and  moderate  income  households  follows 
the  older  housing  stock.  It  often  intensifies  problems  of  substandard  maintenance, 
over-crowding,  inadequate  public  services,  poor  access  to  jobs,  and  inadequate 
local  tax  revenues. 

Once  a concentration  of  this  type  reaches  significant  proportions,  the 
natural  housing  market  forces  tend  to  reinforce  it.  The  result  is  that  the  older 
development  areas  become  liabilities  in  terms  of  public  finance,  while  the  newer 
areas  develop  as  one-class,  middle-income,  communities  where  it  is  difficult  to 
supply  enough  workers  for  low  and  moderately  paid  jobs.  The  economic  development 
needed  to  diversify  the  local  tax  base  may  even  be  discouraged  because  of  this 
difficulty  in  hiring  needed  workers.  Nationally,  suburban  economic  development 
officials  indicate  that  the  lack  of  nearby  housing  for  lower  income  employees 
has  been  a factor  when  private  industries  have  decided  against  suburban  locations. 
In  such  instances,  a desirable  tax  base  for  the  community  is  lost. 

The  inability  of  low  and  moderate  income  citizens  to  find  suitable  housing 
in  outlying  areas  has  also  added  to  the  difficulties  of  some  suburban  cities  and 
counties  in  hiring  and  keeping  adequate  numbers  of  teachers,  policemen,  firemen. 
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and  other  public  service  workers.  Even  a $10,000  annual  salary  may  no  longer 
allow  a family  to  buy  a house  in  most  parts  of  the  County. 

Young  couples  with  moderate  incomes  often  find  it  difficult  to  remain  in 
the  localities  where  they  were  raised,  and  have  found  jobs,  because  of  the  lack 
of  moderately  priced  housing.  Senior  citizens  on  reduced  incomes  often  find  it 
difficult  to  stay  in  the  communities  where  they  have  been  living  before  retire- 
ment for  the  same  reason. 

Thus,  a central  issue  in  planning  for  housing  is  one  of  providing  each 
citizen  with  the  opportunity  to  live  in  suitable  housing  near,  or  within  easy 
access  to,  his  job  --  or  in  his  "home"  community,  or  simply,  where  he  "wants  to 
live." 

Cost  of  Construction 

New  housing  costs  have  risen  to  approximately  $25,000  - $35,000  for  a simple 
1,200  square  foot  home.  Older  home  costs  range  from  $14,000  up  for  homes  of 
1,400  - 1,500  square  feet.  Older  homes  become  a bargain  for  most  families,  but 
low  to  moderate  income  families,  although  they  might  have  the  initial  financial 
ability  to  purchase  the  home,  typically  lack  resources  to  improve  or  maintain 
the  home. 

Availability  of  adequate  building  sites  coupled  with  land  and  improvement 
costs  are  essential  elements  in  understanding  why  housing  costs  have  risen.  Along 
with  wage  and  material  costs  increases,  the  cost  of  raw  land  and  costs  to  develop 
this  land  in  a suitable  residential  fashion  (water,  sewer,  streets,  etc.),  have 
risen  dramatically  over  the  past  few  years. 
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There  is  sufficient  acreage  in  all  parts  of  Burke  County  for  land  develop- 
ment, but  the  ability  to  supply  a full  range  of  utilities  becomes  a problem. 
Building  lot  costs,  at  least  at  this  listing,  are  selling  for  approximately 
$4,000  for  lots  of  ,3  acre.  These  costs  will  vary  depending  on  size  of  lots, 
location  and  amenities  provided. 

Employment  Opportunities 

This  factor  presents  a curious  cycle  of  supply  and  demand.  Local  job  op- 
portunities relate  to  hiring  local  employees  who  presumably  participate  in  the 
local  housing  market.  If  housing  is  not  available  locally,  then  employees  must 
commute  from  outlying  areas.  With  no  public  transportation  available,  this  con- 
tributes to  longer  commuting  times  and  higher  commuting  costs,  which  in  turn 
detract  from  the  desirability  of  that  job  opportunity.  Conversely,  if  workers 
are  not  available  locally,  this  places  a hardship  on  the  employer  for  labor  and 
discourages  potential  firms  from  locating  in  the  area. 

The  local  economy  in  Burke  County  is  based  largely  on  furniture,  textiles, 
and  small  retail  commercial  firms,  with  some  large  state  institutional  installa- 
tions. Burke  County's  labor  position  in  the  Region  is  one  of  relative  inter- 
changeabil  ity  among  Catawba  and  Caldwell  Counties,  given  travel  distances,  com- 
muting patterns,  and  job  opportunities.  Estimates  available  from  the  Employment 
Security  Commission  indicate  the  following  incomes  for  job  levels  in  the  area  in 


1975: 
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Professional  and  managerial 

$12,500 

Craftsmen  and  foremen 

9,000 

Operati ves 

7,500 

Laborers 

5,500 

Clerical  (female) 

5,700 

Median 

11,586 

Local  Government  Attitudes 

Local  governments  can  positively  and  negatively  influence  housing  opportu- 
nities in  a number  of  ways: 

Taxation  - Taxes  are  included  in  the  price  of  house  maintenance.  In 
Burke  County,  the  County  tax  is  a base  tax  with  city  residents  paying 
city  taxes  in  addition  for  additional  services.  Those  rates  are: 

Per/$100  Valuation: 


Burke  County  $.91 
Morganton  .53 
Valdese  .75 
Glen  Alpine  .53 
Drexel  .72 
Rhodhiss,  Burke  County  .60 
Mil  debran  .00 
Longview,  Burke  County  .43 


Taxing  levels  have  implications  for  housing  locations.  Families  with 
limited  incomes,  especially  if  stretched  at  the  point  of  a housing  pur- 
chase, may  not  be  able  to  pay  necessary  tax  obligations.  For  example, 
a $35,000  house  outside  a municipality  could  expect  an  annual  tax  lia- 
bility of  $318.50.  If  additionally  the  family  lives  in  Valdese,  they 
may  expect  an  additional  tax  liability  of  $245  for  a total  tax  bill  of 
$563.50.  This  $46.96  additional  payment  per  month  may  influence  a 
family's  ability  to  own  a home. 
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Zoning,  Subi division  and  Other  Land  Use  Regulations  - Where  land  is,  its 
condition,  the  surrounding  property  and  what  it  can  be  used  for  all  have 
an  effect  on  housing.  These  factors,  together  with  land  use  regulations 
by  the  local  government,  may  combine  to  restrict  growth  and  development 
in  certain  areas  or  reserve  land  and  encourage  its  development  for  housing. 
Water  and  Sewer  Policies  - The  extension  of  water  and  sewer  lines  and  the 
general  provision  of  these  utilities  are  significant  factors  in  encouraging 
housing  and  development. 

Financial  Climate 

The  economic  recession  suffered  nationally  in  1974  and  1975  has  been  felt 
sufficiently  in  the  Burke  County  economy.  However,  during  this  time  the  Region 
experienced  a decline  in  the  growth  of  its  economy,  resulting  in  a decrease  in 
job  creation  (and  a significant  rate  of  unemployment)  as  well  as  an  increase  in 
the  amount  of  borrowed  funds  which  are  now  being  repaid.  Interest  rates  climbed 
just  prior  to  and  during  this  period  to  an  all-time  high  of  9%,  and  may  be  ex- 
pected to  continue  at  this  rate  unabated  for  another  eighteen  months.  This 
interest  rate,  along  with  the  general  recovery  from  the  recession,  has  had  some 
negative  effect  on  enthusiasm  and  buying  power  in  terms  of  housing  demand. 

However,  as  discussed  earlier,  perhaps  the  chief  "financial"  factor  is  the 
availability  of  moderate-cost  housing  to  purchase,  regardless  of  the  interest 
rate  and  closing  costs. 
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CHAPTER  V 
HOUSING  NEED 


The  term  housing  need  refers  to  the  number  of  housing  units  necessary  to 
provide  decent,  safe  and  sanitary  housing  for  all  families  in  a given  area. 

Housing  need  is  different  from  the  term  housing  demand,  which  refers  to  the 
potential  and  actual  buying  power  of  families  and  individuals  as  they  seek 
housing  on  the  market.  Total  family  housing  need  is  not  necessarily  fulfilled 
when  housing  demand  and  housing  supply  are  equal.  Economically  induced  conditions 
such  as  high  interest  rates,  tight  money,  and  inflation  may  artifically  suppress 
the  demand  for  housing  so  that  the  supply  of  housing  is  not  sufficient  to  meet 
the  total  housing  needs. 

A determination  of  housing  needs  in  Burke  County  is  the  crux  of  this  entire 
report.  County  officials  must  know  what  and  where  the  housing  needs  are  before 
they  can  take  any  action  to  help  meet  the  existing  needs.  Policies  and  programs 
recommended  later  in  this  report  are  based  on  the  identified  housing  needs  of 
the  County  as  set  forth  in  the  following  sections. 

Determination  of  Housing  Need 

The  need  for  housing  is  determined  by  comparing  the  net  usable  housing  supply 
with  the  total  need  for  dwelling  units.  Net  usable  housing  supply  is  calculated  by 
subtracting  economically  unrepairable  housing  and  vacant  housing  held  off  the 
market  from  the  housing  supply.  Economically  unrepairable  housing  refers  to  housing 
which  has  deteriorated  to  such  a state  that  it  is  economically  unsal vageable  and 


- 44  - 


should  be  excluded  from  the  available  housing  supply.  Fifty  percent  of  the 
deteriorated  housing  and  all  of  the  dilapidated  and  unfit  housing  and  substandard 
mobile  homes  were  considered  economically  unsal vageabl e in  this  study.  Vacant 
houses  held  off  the  market  refers  to  those  units  held  for  occasional  use  as 
seasonal  homes  and  other  vacant  units  which  include  units  held  for  settlement  of 
an  estate  or  units  held  for  occupancy  by  a caretaker  or  janitor.  These  units 
are  not  available  on  the  open  market  and  thus  are  not  considered  part  of  the 
available  housing  supply.  The  number  of  households,  vacancy  rate  and  estimated 
doubling  or  overcrowding  provide  an  estimate  of  housing  need.  The  number  of 
households  corresponds  closely  with  the  number  of  families  needing  housing  and 
the  number  of  occupied  housing  units.  In  addition  to  the  occupied  housing,  a 
certain  portion  of  the  total  housing  supply  needs  to  be  vacant  to  provide  for 
population  mobility.  Normally,  suitable  vacancy  rates  range  from  3 to  6 percent. 

A vacancy  rate  of  4 percent  was  used  as  a standard  in  this  study.  Doubling  and 
overcrowding  are  determinants  of  the  remaining  housing  need.  These  factors  repre- 
sent that  portion  of  the  population,  such  as  older  children,  young  couples,  and 
non-related  individuals,  living  with  parents  or  other  families.  It  is  reasonable 
to  assume  that  these  subfamilies  and  individuals  would  choose  to  live  in  separate 
housing  if  personal  finances  and  the  housing  supply  increased.  A basic  assumption 
underlying  undoubling  and  overcrowding  is  that  these  conditions  apply  more  to  the 
middle  and  lower  income  groups  since  higher  income  levels  facilitate  greater  choice 
about  doubling  and  overcrowding.  A factor  of  two  percent  was  used  to  calculate 
undoubling  of  households.  Of  the  total  amount  of  doubling,  80  percent  is  assumed 
to  occur  in  rural  areas  where  income  levels  are  generally  lower  and  housing  supply 
is  less  plentiful. 
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Housing  Need  Analysis 

The  table  below  summarizes  the  overall  County  housing  need  in  1970.  As 
can  be  seen,  there  was  a housing  deficit  in  1970  of  1,393  units  for  the  total 
County.  The  rural  housing  need  in  1970  was  calculated  to  be  approximately  893 
units  (1,393  total  units  X 64.1%  rural  population). 

TABLE  17 

TOTAL  COUNTY  HOUSING  NEED 
1970 


Total  Housing  Need 

Total  Housing  Supply 

Households  17,645 

All  dwelling  units 

18,732 

Undoubling  (2%)  + 353 

Unsal vageable  (3.86%)* 

- 723 

Vacancy  Rate  (4%)  + 720 

Other  vacant  not  on 

Total  Need  18,718 

Usable  and 

market 

- 683 

Available  Supply  -17,325 

Usable  and  Available 

Total  Deficit  1,393 

Supply 

17,325 

Source:  U.S.  Census  Bureau 


* The  1976  surveyed  rate  of  unsal vageable  housing  was  used  to  calculate  the 
1970  unsal vageable  housing. 

The  rural  housing  need  in  1976  is  presented  in  Table  18.  The  1976  need  is 
slightly  greater  than  the  rural  housing  need  estimated  for  1970  (920  units  in 
1976  compared  to  893  units  in  1970).  It  is  important  to  note  that  these  absolute 
figures  do  not  clarify  the  type  and  location  of  housing  need  that  exists  or  which 
part  of  the  need  can  be  satisfied  through  the  private  sector  of  the  housing  market. 
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TABLE  18 

RURAL  HOUSING  NEED 
1976 


Total  Rural  Housing 

Need 

Total  Rural  Housing  Supply 

Households  (1) 

14,022 

All  dwelling  units 

15,092 

Undoubling  (2) 

+ 350 

Unsal vageable 

• 552 

Vacancy  Rate  (4%) 

+ 575 

Other  vacant  not  on 

Total  Rural  Need 

14,947 

market  (3) 

513 

Usable  and 

Available  Supply 

-14,027 

Usable  and  Available 

14,027 

Supply 

Total  Deficit 

920 

(1)  Calculation  of  1976  Rural  Households 


Rural  housing  need  was  calculated  by  using  the  rule  of  thumb  formula  that 
households  and  vacant  housing  and  seasonal  and  migratory  housing  equal  the  total 
number  of  housing  units.  This  formula  was  applied  to  1970  Census  data  and  was 
found  to  be  accurate.  Thus,  the  1976  Rural  Household  total  was  obtained  by 
working  backwards,  subtracting  the  known  number  of  vacant,  seasonal  and  migratory 
housing  from  the  surveyed  number  of  housing  units.  This  number  (14,022)  was 
factored  up  to  total  county  households  and  compared  to  previous  population  and 
household  trends  to  determine  validity. 


1970  Total  1976  Rural 


Households  (occupied  housing) 
Vacant,  for  sale,  rent,  and 
other 

Seasonal  and  migratory 


17,645  14,022 

997  999 

90  71 


Total  Housing  Units 


18,732  15,092 


1960 

1970 

1976 

Population 

52,701 

60,364 

65,924* 

( Increase) 

(15.54%) 

(9.21%) 

Househol ds 

13,460 

17,645 

21 ,875** 

( Increase) 

(31.09%) 

(23.97%) 

* Obtained  from  WPCOG  population  projections 

**  Obtained  by  factoring  rural  households  up  to  total  households  by  the  percentage 
of  rural  population  (64.1%) 

14,0227.641  = 21,875 
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(2)  80%  of  the  total  1976  undoubling  is  considered  to  occur  in  the 
rural  part  of  the  County. 

21,875  X .02  (undoubling  factor)  X .8  = 350 

(3)  Due  to  the  limited  information  gathered  in  the  housing  survey,  the 
1970  Census  figure  was  updated  to  reflect  1976  Rural  - Other  vacant  not 
on  the  market  housing. 

1970  Vacant  Held  Off  Market  593  X .641  (%  rural)  = 380 

1970  Seasonal  & Migratory  90  90 

470 

1970  Rural  Vacant  Held  Off  Market  X 1.0921  (population  increase 
1970  to  1976,  + 1 ) = 513,  1976  Rural  Vacant 

A better  insight  into  the  County's  housing  need  can  be  gained  by  examining 

the  1970  housing  need  for  each  township  presented  in  Table  19.  Due  to  the  wide 

fluctuations  in  township  population,  it  is  not  possible  to  accurately  estimate  the 

number  of  households  in  each  township  beyond  the  1970  census  count.  Thus,  1976 

housing  need  in  each  township  could  not  be  identified  directly.  However,  the 

selected  indicators  of  housing  need  shown  in  Table  20  can  be  combined  with  the 

information  in  the  population  and  housing  characteristics  section,  and  the  previous 

housing  activities  section,  to  provide  relatively  accurate  measures  of  housing 

need.  From  the  lower  family  income  levels  examined  previously,  it  is  reasonable 

to  assume  that  a large  portion  of  the  total  housing  need  is  for  low  and  moderate 

income  families,  since  very  little  private  housing  is  being  built  for  under  $33,000. 

HUD  suggests  a rule  of  thumb  factor  of  2.2  for  matching  gross  income  with  housing 

price.  For  example,  a family  wanting  to  purchase  a $30,000  home  would  need  a 

gross  income  of  $13,636.  The  median  family  income  in  Burke  County  for  1976  is 
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*/ 

estimated  to  be  $11,586.  Only  half  of  the  population  can  afford  to  purchase  a 
house  costing  $25,489. 


V Using  1970  Census  median  family  income  of  $8,441  and  increasing  it  at  an 
annual  rate  of  5.1%  as  recommended  in  County  Business  Patterns  and  by  DHUD. 


TOTAL  COUNTY  HOUSING  NEED  BY  TOWNSHIP  IN  1970 
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TABLE  20 

SELECTED  INDICATORS  OF  HOUSING  NEED 


Townshi p 

1970 

Population 

1975 

% 

Change 

1976 

Rural 

DUs* 

Sub- 

standard 

DUs 

1976  Rural 

Mobile 

Homes 

Substandard 

Mobile 

Homes 

Burke  County 

60,364 

64,997 

+ 7.68 

15,092 

843 

3,174 

63 

Drexel 

4,563 

4,962 

+ 8.74 

1 ,210 

45 

187 

2 

Icard 

11,040 

12,239 

+10.86 

3,507 

180 

837 

20 

Jonas  Ridge 

488 

488 

— 

387 

28 

34 

3 

Linvil le 

1 ,078 

1,062 

- 1.48 

379 

46 

67 

4 

Lovelady 

6,630 

6,971 

+ 5.14 

1 ,455 

60 

292 

7 

Lower  Creek 

1 ,389 

1 ,512 

+ 8.86 

593 

53 

154 

3 

Lower  Fork 

1,722 

1 ,888 

+ 9.64 

583 

59 

107 

2 

Morganton 

22,389 

23,711 

+ 5.90 

3,557 

132 

781 

9 

Quaker  Meadow 

3,500 

3,908 

+11.66 

1,252 

76 

157 

3 

Silver  Creek 

5,555 

6,120 

+10.17 

1,271 

66 

400 

5 

Smokey  Creek 

442 

482 

+ 9.05 

175 

31 

44 

2 

Upper  Creek 

753 

777 

+ 3.18 

464 

55 

72 

3 

Upper  Fork 

815 

877 

+ 7.60 

259 

12 

42 

0 

Source:  Population  Data  and  Projections  1970  - 2000,  Western  Piedmont  Council 

of  Governemnts,  1973 
1976  Burke  County  Housing  Survey 

★ 


DU  = Dwelling  Unit 


CHAPTER  VI 


FINDINGS  AND  RECOMMENDED  PROGRAMS 

This  report  has  sought  to  inventory,  analyze  and  evaluate  the  housing  stock 
in  Burke  County  and  to  determine  the  current  and  prospective  population's  housing 
needs.  Based  on  the  results  of  the  data,  the  final  part  of  this  study  is  intended 
as  a guide  to  help  Burke  County  develop  a more  efficient  approach  to  solving  its 
identified  housing  needs.  First,  to  accomplish  this  purpose,  identified  housing 
problems  and  obstacles  are  briefly  summarized.  Then,  federal,  county  and  private 
housing  programs  are  suggested  to  overcome  those  problems  and  obstacles  to  pro- 
viding decent,  safe  housing  for  all  Burke  County  residents. 

Housing  Problems 

Probably  many  of  the  housing  problems  in  Burke  County  have,  to  some  extent, 
been  realized  by  public  officials,  private  builders,  mortgage  lenders  and  private 
citizens.  However,  the  lack  of  a comprehensive  effort  to  clarify  and  define  these 
housing  problems  has  resulted  in  an  inability  to  focus  directed  action  on  those 
needs.  This  study  has  identified  the  major  housing  problems  in  Burke  County. 

In  summary,  the  major  housing  problems  are: 

Housing  Deficit.  In  1970,  there  was  a rural  housing  shortage  of  approxi- 
mately 893  units.  This  deficit  of  rural  housing  has  grown  to  920  units  in  1975. 
Apparently  no  progress  has  been  made  in  the  past  six  years  in  reducing  the  shortage 
of  rural  housing.  Of  important  significance  is  that  the  percentage  of  people  in 
the  new  family  formation  age  group  (15  to  34  years  of  age)  is  projected  to  continue 
to  increase  through  1980,  which  will  bring  about  an  increased  need  for  housing. 
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Substantial  Unmet  Need  for  Low  and  Moderate  Income  Housing.  Many  factors 
examined  in  this  report,  such  as  education  levels,  employment,  and  family  income, 
indicate  that  a substantial  amount  of  housing  is  needed  for  low  and  moderate  in- 
come families.  Much  of  the  County's  population  works  in  lower-paying  blue  collar 
occupations,  which  restricts  the  housing  supply  available  to  a large  segment  of 
the  population.  This  low  and  moderate  income  housing  need  is  further  evidenced 
by  the  building  activity  in  the  County,  which  shows  that  mobile  home  hookups  nave 
outnumbered  residential  building  permits  in  recent  years  two  to  one. 

Major  Concentration  of  Substandard  Housing  in  Icard  and  Morganton  Townships. 
The  housing  survey  performed  as  a part  of  this  report  revealed  that  over  35  per- 
cent of  the  total  substandard  rural  housing  in  Burke  County  (843)  was  located  in 
Icard  and  Morganton  Townships.  These  two  townships  also  display  the  greatest 
housing  deficit.  Also,  the  largest  percentages  of  mobile  homes  are  found  in 
these  townships,  which  is  an  indicator  of  the  housing  needed. 

Past  Inability  of  Private  and  Public  Sector  Housing  Markets  to  Meet  Total 
Housing  Need.  A very  limited  amount  of  federally  assisted  housing  has  been  under- 
taken in  Burke  County  in  the  past.  A total  of  only  866  units  have  been  constructed 
since  1970,  which  amounts  to  less  than  5 percent  of  the  total  housing  in  the  County. 
Many  builders  have  expressed  concern  about  not  being  able  to  build  housing  in  the 
low  to  mid  $20,000  price  range,  which  is  the  affordable  range  of  housing  for  most 
low  and  moderate  income  families. 


- 53  - 


Obstacles  to  Housing  Solutions 

Equally  important  to  the  identified  housing  problems  in  Burke  County  are 
the  obstacles  that  must  be  overcome  to  provide  housing  solutions. 

Often  a housing  problem  may  also  be  an  obstacle  to  meeting  housing  need. 
Several  identified  obstacles  to  providing  needed  housing  are  listed  below. 

Inadequate  Planning  and  Housing  Information.  Due  to  inabilities  of  the 
County  to  monitor  housing  information  and  related  housing  indicators  in  the  past, 
a full  understanding  of  the  total  housing  need  is  not  presently  obtainable.  This 
present  study  is  an  effort  to  identify  housing  needs  and  the  weaknesses  in  the 
overall  housing  program  in  Burke  County  and  recommendations  for  improvement  by 
the  County  are  discussed  in  the  "County  Programs"  section  later  in  the  text. 

Low  Incomes,  High  Housing  Costs.  This  obstacle  to  providing  needed  housing 
is  not  peculiar  to  Burke  County,  but  it  is  heightened  by  the  lack  of  participation 
in  programs  designed  to  partially  remedy  the  problem.  In  Burke  County  the  average 
median  family  income  in  1976  is  $11,586,  which  is  well  below  the  income  needed 
to  purchase  the  majority  of  new  housing  being  constructed  in  the  $30,000  to  $40,000 
price  range. 

Public  Attitudes  Towards  Housing.  A more  subtle  obstacle  to  adequate  housing 
is  the  public's  attitude  toward  housing.  The  majority  of  young  families  today  want 
large,  roomy  houses,  similar  to  the  homes  of  their  parents.  They  tend  to  find  un- 
acceptable the  notion  of  purchasing  a much  smaller  house  and  building  up  equity 
to  eventually  trade  up  to  a larger,  more  spacious  house. 
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Lack  of  Understanding.  There  appears  to  be  a lack  of  understanding  on  tne 
part  of  the  public  officials  and  the  general  public  of  housing  problems,  realities 
and  housing  options  which  hinders  the  solution  to  the  County's  housing  problems. 
Recommended  Housing  Programs 

The  above  discussion  of  housing  problems  and  obstacles  to  providing  needed 
housing  presents  a dark  picture  of  the  housing  situation  in  Burke  County.  However, 
there  are  many  opportunities  to  remedy  the  problems  and  reduce  the  obstacles  through 
federal,  county  and  private  housing  programs.  Possible  programs  that  can  be  en- 
acted or  improved  upon  are  examined  next. 

Federal  Programs.  While  federal  housing  programs  have  played  a part  in  re- 
ducing unmet  housing  needs  in  the  past,  it  is  quite  possible  that  more  involvement 
in  these  existing  programs  and  new  programs  may  be  desirable. 

Key  federal  housing  programs  that  are  available  and  may  help  to  satisfy  some 
of  the  County's  identified  needs  are  listed  below.  See  Table  for  program  details. 

Need:  Significant  number  of  low  and  moderate  income  families 

that  would  prefer  to  purchase  single  family  housing. 

Program:  FmHA,  Section  502,  524  and  DHUD  Section  235. 

Need:  Increasing  numbers  of  elderly  in  future  population,  who  cannot 

be  served  by  owner- type  programs,  in  need  of  rental  housing. 

Program:  FmHA,  Section  515  and  DHUD  Section  202. 

Need : Owners  of  either  single  or  multi-family  housing  that  is  in 

need  of  repair,  rehabilitation,  or  improvement. 

Program:  FmHA  Section  502,  504  and  DHUD  Section  8. 


MATRIX  OF  FEDERAL  HOUSING  PROGRAMS 
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payment  or  maximum  Must  pay  all  legal  costs, 
rent  generally  - $250  and  fire 
insurance  premium. 
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Need:  Families  with  income  level  that  precludes  home  ownership  throun,i 

only  available  program  but  are  in  need  of  rental  housing  or 
rent  subsidy  assistance. 

Program:  FmHA  Section  515,  DHUD  Section  8 (existing  and  new  con- 

struction), Traditional  Public  Housing,  Section  202. 


County  Programs.  County  government  is  both  a direct  and  indirect  influence 
on  the  number  and  type  of  housing  opportunities  available.  While  it  is  important 
to  assess  the  existing  housing  condition,  it  is  equally  as  important  to  address 
activities  which  will  insure  continued  positive  participation  by  the  County  in 
housing  related  activities. 

Codes  and  Development  Regulations. 

Subdivision  Regulations.  --  These  would  insure  that  minimum  standards 
for  layout,  construction,  access,  streets  and  roads,  open  space,  utili- 
ties, etc.,  would  be  followed,  which  would  add  significantly  to  the 
number  of  quality  houses  available. 

The  County  is  currently  discussing  draft  regulations  to  accomplish 
this  purpose.  If  and  when  these  regulations  become  law,  the  County 
may  expect  to  encourage  the  home-buying  public  to  have  greater  faith 
and  confidence  in  builders  and  their  major  investment. 

Zoni ng.  ---  Setting  aside  land  for  specific  purposes,  analyzing  uses 
of  adjacent  properties,  insuring  adequate  provision  of  public  utilities, 
protecting  property  values,  encouraging  growth  and  development  through 
advance  planning  --  all  of  these  aspects  of  zoning  encourage  and  in- 
crease housing  opportunities.  When  people  are  assured  that  the  housing 
area  they  choose  will  not  be  blighted  by  industry  or  other  incompatible 
uses,  housing  activities  increase.  In  an  unzoned  community,  home- 
buyers  cannot  be  assured  that  unchecked  development  will  not  destroy 
the  living  environment  they  have  sought  to  create. 

Zoning  in  itself  is  not  currently  a prime  concern  for  Burke  County 
because  of  more  basic  land  use  regulations,  information  gathering  and 
planning  activities.  However,  if  Burke  County  intends  to  keep  pace 
with  an  increasingly  industiral ly-based  growth,  it  must  soon  begin 
to  plan  for  making  this  growth  compatible  with  community  desires  for 
a certain  standard  of  living. 
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Mobile  Home  Park  Ordinances.  --  Already  this  report  has  shown  the 
predominance  of  mobile  homes  in  the  makeup  of  new  housing  starts  and 
their  significant  representation  in  the  total  housing  unit  count. 

With  a continued  desire  for  this  mode  of  housing,  measures  should  be 
taken  to  insure  their  best  assimilation  into  the  existing  housing 
stock.  If  this  is  not  done,  the  distinctly  unique  problems  of 
mobile  housing  will  encumber  any  attempt  to  provide  long-term  housing 
opportunities,  protect  the  economic  base  of  the  community,  and  insure 
an  adequate  tax  base  for  provision  of  public  services. 

The  County  has  a draft  mobile  home/mobile  home  park  ordinance  under 
review  at  this  time,  and  plans  call  for  its  early  adoption.  By  pro- 
viding for  its  orderly  inclusion  into  the  total  housing  opportunities 
picture,  mobile  homes  can  add  to  Burke  County's  success  in  providing 
sufficient  accomodations  for  its  citizens. 

Minimum  Housing  Code.  --  Although  not  currently  under  review  by  the 
County,  nor  included  in  any  foreseeable  plans,  a minimum  housing  code 
could  assist  in  identifying  and  removing  substandard  and  dilapidated 
housing  units  from  the  housing  stock  and  contribute  significantly  to 
the  public  health,  safety  and  welfare.  With  an  adequate  understanding 
of  its  housing  deficiencies,  the  County  could  more  easily  structure 
programs  to  meet  housing  needs  and  provide  increased  opportunities 
to  remove  economic  and  developmental  barriers. 

As  an  element  in  its  technical  assistance  contract  with  the  State 
(which  provides  money  for  planning  activities),  the  County  has  developed 
guidelines  for  discussing  minimum  housing  needs  and  standards.  These 
are  expected  to  be  important  in  upgrading  the  services  of  the  County's 
building  inspection  department. 

Organizational  Approaches  and  Administrative  Techniques. 

County  Planning  Efforts.  These  constitute  an  important  tool  in  the 
County's  ability  to  make  decisions  based  on  accurate  and  sufficient 
information.  Many  local  governments  have  been  doomed  to  providing  a 
mediocre  and  dead-end  existence  for  their  communities  through  inade- 
quate attention  to  planning. 

Uniformity  of  Codes  and  Regulations.  To  prevent  an  unfair  advantage 
or,  worse,  burdensome  legal  restrictions,  the  County  should  be  careful 
to  make  its  legal  requirements  uniform  with  those  imposed  by  the  muni- 
cipalities located  within  its  boundaries.  When  differences  are  necessary, 
the  municipal  differences  should  be  scrutinized  for  their  effect  on 
future  County  prerogatives. 
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Government  Coordination.  There  is  indeed  strength  in  unity.  If 
housing  problems  of  the  nature  discussed  in  this  report  are  to  be 
overcome,  the  County  and  its  municipalities  will  need  to  meet  the 
challenge  together.  A great  deal  can  be  accomplished  through  joint 
effort  and  they  should  explore  those  possibilities  which  will 
favorably  improve  housing  opportunities. 

Private  Programs.  In  order  to  increase  the  level  of  knowledge  and  awareness 
of  Burke  County's  citizens  about  problems  and  opportunities  for  housing  in  their 
County,  private  citizens  and  business  groups  should  organize  and  seek  to  present 
information  on  housing  periodically  to  the  County's  residents.  Such  groups  in 
the  County  might  include  the  local  homebuilders  association,  the  local  realtors 
association,  the  County  Chamber  of  Commerce. 

A yearly  housing  conference  for  the  County  could  be  set  up.  This  meeting 
would  serve  as  the  annual  summary  of  a series  of  quarterly  meetings  held  during  the 
course  of  the  year  for  private  citizens  and  businessmen  involved  in  the  County's 
housing  and  housing-related  industries.  A housing  questionnaire  could  be  sent 
to  County  residents  and  used  as  a tool  for  measuring  and  identifying  the  public 
need  for  housing  in  a number  of  areas. 

Presentations  (slide  show/tape)  on  housing  and  housing-related  activities 
should  be  made  to  school  groups,  both  at  the  high  school  and  college  level,  local 
social  and  service  groups,  and  other  professional  groups  not  in  housing-related 
occupations. 
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